
FROM : 

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT O.F NATURAL RESOURCES 

INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 

January 16, 1991 

'.::-teve Sliver, Env _ Engineer, HW- Permi ts, WMD 
Roge r Przybysz, Environmental Quality Analyst, 
Region III (Grand Rapids), ERD 

Al Taylor, Gec-logis-s , Geoteclmical Support Unit; 'WMD /r Bi 

SUBJECT: Sealed Power - Review of Revised Closure Plan -
Sanford St reet TSDF MID SBO 499 7 35 

I have completed a rev i ew of the revised closure plan datea 
Se:r;1 ten1ber 28, 19~=!0 cLnd }1a'i,e Lil1e f~ollo·~,vir1g c c)n1n1ent.s: 

1) The existing data does not concLu sively demunstr-s.t s that 
the operat ion of the hazardous waste management units at 
the Sanford Street Complex did not contri bute to the 
existing site wide soil, soi i vapor and groundwa~er 
ccmtamination _ 

Specifically, 1/-iWES h2:u3 detected elevated e.oil vc;.por 
concentrations of TCE and :?CE at sr:1.mpling locations VS--72 
and VS-14 which are ad,jacent to the solvent recc,ve!.'Y G2.nk 
area_ '.:::o il boring 4 ( immedia.t e ly ad,j acent to the T:=:;DF) 
contained 1500 ug / 1 of TCE and 180 ug/1 PCE in the 0-5 ft 
con1pc~si ted sc>i l sam1;--le. 

Therefore. based 0n existing da~a, ~~ is no~ pos3ible to 
conclude decisively that the TSDF did not contribu~e to 
the existing sitewide contamination _ 

2) I have reviewed the existing ~ydrogeologic informaticn 
available far this facility_ This included a hydrologic 
investigatio n performed by Meinert ih 1964; monitoring 
data proviaed by Sealed Power in the revised closure 
f:• lari ~ W\'lES Sc, i l \l c:1-1..=1ci r I 11~vp, st i ;ge~ ti on .. de.. teci ~)c tc,1Je r-· .. l ~-~JE;'._j 
(prelimina ry) ; and the WWES draft repor~ an Soil Vapor 
and Hydr0geolog ic Evaluation at the Se~led Power 
Technologies Sanford Plant dated October. 19 80_ 

The results of thi s review suggest ~hat ~he curren~ 
production wel l capture system in not eifec~ivei y 
ca.pt'.,;.ring ali. ccnc:,::rn,inat ;::;d gI-cunciwater· ··:::-rigina.ting from 
the Sealed Power faci l ity_ 
significant Levels of PCE and TCE appears ~c be m i gna~ing 
off - Eite _ 

This conclusion is based on the review of existing 

construc t e d during the review of t his 
review of the existing chemica l data _ 

fac i .1. i t:-1 :, ar1c: 
Spec ir icall~,r .. 



groundwater contour maps do not exhibit any of the 
features which would be expected f rom the continuo1:s 
oper-atic; n e>f an affective grcundwater eY-.traction system 
over a l!.U.lT!beL' 1~I :/ea.r ·3 ( c c,nes •~ ± depr·ess ior1. , etc~ ) ~ ·In 
addition, high concentrations of PCE anci TCE ( @ 1000 
ug/ l) ha1;/"e r·ec.er.;.tl ~; been detec· ted in d0\.\711 g.::··act::..en_t 
monitoring well SA. 

Preliminary cal c ula~ ione of gr~undwater flow ve l o c ity 
indicat e relatively rapid f low ( in the range of 1 
f oot per· da.y) . 

Conclusions: 
Based on e~isting data it is not possible to conc lusively 
separat e the TSDF £:rorn the e .x ist ing s i tl-:: wide cc,ntam::i.na t ion _ 
However, there does not seem to be any technical merit in 
remediat ing the TSDF area any differentl y from the balance o f 
the contaminated site . 

More importantly, tb.e current grou:-idwa ter e:~tract ie,,n system 
does not appear tote fully containing the TCE and FCE 
grour1{i')JE,ter\ 12c)ntarr1ir1ation ~prese.:1.t a.t t .he ~3ant·o1'}d ~3-t.r·eet 
fa.cil i t~,r.. 'fl1 i s pr ,:) .. blem :nu2,t t,e cdclressed •1.u.ii::l{ly to a-rvc>id 
anci.,./c,1., n-tinitnize f1.1rt!1e1 ... '.:'.'f.f e.i te im1=1a c~t.s 1:ir: tr-~is /3 .. ·:;J.1.1ifr~1~ at1:d 
its po t entia l users_ 

Please iet n1e know i f \ T ( """. !~ .. ·- • ......... 

cc :. Giz Browne/EPA Rep,.)rt i ng 
mvP/C t;. E Fi l e 

f u rther info rmation . 



Gene~ator Jn5pection Form Appendix 
,- m Bl 

iv) Type cf erosion or 
corrosion protection 
used. 

vl Charact2~ist:c of 
waste stored. 

c) For ancillary equipment has 
a leak test or other approved 
assessment been conducted 
annually? 

1J 1.a lat ion 
C 1 ass · 

( I ) 

( I l 

( I ) 

NIA 

NOTE: Tanks containing no free liquids located ,inside a building with an 
impermeable floor ANO tanks, inclu~ing sumps, that serve as part of a 
secondary containment system, BOTH are exempt from requirements of 
265.193; 265.190. 

The following (Question 17) is the schedule to upgrade existing tank 
system$ with regard to the RCRA containment and detection requirements 
(Question 18). The RCRA containment reqLlirements will have to be 
incorporated, when required, into the existing Act 64 (Question 13 & 14) 

~ seconda~y containment systems. 

'· 
17. Secondary containment and detection 

that meets the requirements in question 
# 18, must be provided for: (265.193(a)) 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

New tank systems prior to being put 
into service (any tank installed 
after 7-14-86). (265.193~a)(l)) 

Existing tanks used for F020, 
F021, F022, F023, F026, F027 
prior ta January 12, 1989. 
(265.193(a) (2)) 

Existing tank system with 
documentable age prior to 
January 12, 1989 or when tanks 
are 15 years of age, whichever is 
later. (265.193(a)(3)) 

Existing tank system, without documented 
age prior to January 12, 1995 but if age 
of the facility is greater than 7 years 
then containment must be provided 
prior to facility reaching 15 years 
of age or prior to J~nuary 12, 1989 
or within 2 years, whichever is 
later. (265.193(a) (4) l 

-~-

(NIA) 

(NIA) 

I 
(NIA) j 1(~~ 

~-v --

(NIA) 



Gener~tor inscection Form ~ppencix 
F- -'Tl Bl 

18. Secondary containment ar.d detection systems 
must have the following: (265.193(c)) 

'· ··, 
·, 

al Tank system constructed □ f compatible 
material with sufficient 
str-ength. (265.193(c:)(ll) 

bl Adequate foundation/base. ( 26 5. 193 ( c:) ( 2) ) 

c) Leak detection system designed 

d) 

tc detect leak within 24 hours or 
earliest practical time. 
{ 26 5 • 1 93 ( c: ) ( 3 ) ) 

Sufficiently sloped or drained 
and all liquid (leaks, precipi­
tati6n) removed within 24 hour-s 
or- timely manner. (265. (cl (4)) 

e) Must include one or more of the following: 

( i ) A liner (external to tanks) and 
must satisfy the following 
requir-ements. ( 265 .193(d l ( 1)) 

al 100% capacity cf largest 
tank within its boundary. 
(265.193(e)(l) (i)) 

b) Prevent run-□n-or infiltra­
tion of precipitation unless 
excess of capacity. 
(265.193(e)(l)(ii)) 

c) Free of cracks or gaps. 
( 26 5. 193 (el ( 1 ) ( iii) ) 

d) Cover any Qrea waste 
may come in contact 
with if released. 
( 26 5 . 193 ( e ) ( l ) ( iv ) ) 

Violation 
Class-- Yes 

( I l _j_ 

( I ) 

( I l 

( I ) 

( I ) 

( I l 

( I l 

( I ) 

Note: if liner is cement then must have, in addition, lB(e) (ii)(c-f) 

(ii) Vault systems 265.193(dl (2) and 
265.193(e) (ll (iv) must satisfy 
the following requirements. 

a) 100% capacity of the largest 
tank within its boundary. 
(265.193(e) (2) (i)) 

-7-

( I l 



Gr ?rator Inspection Form !oppendix 

Fr_ ,n Bl 

( i i i ) 

bl Prevent run-on or infiltra­
tion of precipitation unless 
excess of capdcity. 
(265.193(e)(2)(ii)) 

cl Constr~cted with chemiccal 
resistant water stops in 
place at all joints. 

d ) 

e) 

f ) 

( 26 5 • 19 3 ( e ) ( 2 J ( iii ) ) 

Impermeable, compatible 
lining or interior coating. 
(265.193(e) (2) (iv)) 

If ignitable or reactive, 
then provide against vapor 
formation and ignition. 
(265.193(e) (2) (v)) 

Provide with exterior moisture 
barrier. (265.193(e)(2J(vi)) 

Double wall tanks ·(265.193(d) (3) l 

Violation 
Clcass Yes 

( I ) 

( I ) 

( I ) 

( I ) 

( I l 

must satisfy the following requirements. 

f ) 

Comments: 

a) Designed as integral 
structure. 
( 26 5. 193 ( e) ( 3) ( i ) ) 

bl Pr-otect me ta l surf ace 
for corrosion. 
(265.193(el (.3) (ii)) 

c) Capable to detecting 
releases within 24 hours. 
(265.193(e) (3) (iii)) 

Ancillary equipment (note certain 
exclusions) must be provided with 
full secondary containment. 
(265.193) (f)) 

( I ) 

( I ) 

( I l 

( I ) 

N/A. 



G '?rator Inspection Form Apt:1endix 
Fe,, m 81 

Violation 
Class. 

DESIGN AND INSTALLATION OF NEW TANK SYSTEMS OR COMPONENTS (26S.192l 

NOTE: New tank systems or components were put in use after 7-14-86. 

19. Did the facility obtain a written 
assessment reviewed and certified by 
an independent, qualilied. registered 
profession~l engineer, the included: 
(265.192} 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

''s, 
',. e) 

Design standards? (265.192(a) (l)) 

Hazard characteristics of the waste(s) 
to be handled? (265.192(a)(2)) 

Determination by a corrosio~ expert, 
if needed? (265.192(a) (3)) 

If·needed, design considerations for 
UST systems effected by vehicular 
traffic? (265.192(a) (4)) 

Tank system and component installed 
properly? (265.192(b)) 

(II) 

(Ii) 

( I I l 

( I I ) 

( I I ) 

NOTE: New tanks must be installed, if required, with secondary containment 
as required in 265.193. An independent engineer coes not have to 
certify the containment. 

Comments: 



-----· 
S1. , Power Corporation 
100 Terrace Plaza 
P.O. Box 299, Muskegon, Ml 49443 Telephone 616•724-5011, Telex 228464 

IE LE 

Mr. Dale M. DeKraker 
Environmental Quality Analyst 
Hazardous Waste Division 
D.N.R. 
State Office Building 
350 Ottawa N.W. 
Grand Rapids, MI 49503 

Re: MID 980499735 

Dear Mr. DeKraker: 

April 

In response to your letter of March 17, 1986, we have implemented the 
following actions. 

llPR 141986 

1. We are performing an analysis of the material which is being stored in 
the bulk tank and wil 1 send a copy for your review when it is 
completed. We also have reminded the operations unit to redo this 
analysis on at least an annual basis. We are still following the 
written operating practice for the convection stills which insures the 
consistency of the incoming still bottoms. 

2. The Closure Plan has been rewritten showing a more detailed estimate of 
the actions that will be necessary and the costs of implementation. A 
system has been established to insure that the plan is updated 
annually. A copy of the new plan has been attached for your review. 

3. The barrels that have accumulation periods in excess of 90 days old are 
the result of two separate situations: 

a. The drums were being held in anticipation of purchasing a recovery 
still so that they could be reprocessed on site. Ultimately we 
decided that the annual volume \"•las too small to justify the expense 
and that we should discard both the material on hand and future 
wastes. We now realize that the drums were prematurely labled and 
should have been relabled when we changed our intentions for this 
p roe e s s i n g . 

b. The drums were shipped for disposal within 90 days from our decision 
to not to recover the solvent, but the load was rejected by Ross 
Incineration Services and was returned to our warehouse. Since that 



.. 

-2-

date, \'le have been working with Ross, but we have not yet gained 
their approval. If we can 't make arrangements with Ross, we will 
need to locate and arrange approval with another vendor. 

He are working to the best of our ability to address these discrepancies and 
intend to achieve compliance by the May 1, 1986 date. 

ka 

0852T 

Thank you, 

/.._1 ,/ l ~~·_,,-_ -f- --;n~ 

Dani el T. Girvan 
Environmental & Energy Manager 




